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BULCOTE PARISH COUNCIL COMMENTS ON THE 
PLANNING APPLICATION for  

BULCOTE FARM RE-DEVELOPMENT  
Ref: 15/00784/FULM, 15/00784/LBC, 17/02325/FULM 

 
  
 

Introduction 
 
The Council accepts that the Bulcote Farm redundant buildings will need to be re-
developed and it expects that the re-development will be sympathetic and minimal. 
However, the current proposal has neither of these attributes and appears to be an 
attempt to maximise profit at the expense of the Bulcote community and with little 
regard to the latter. 
 
Planning  
 
The extended development into the Green Belt is not in accordance with the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) or the Newark & Sherwood Local Development 
Framework (Local Plan) which makes a strong presumption against new 
development outside of the village envelope 
 
The development, in what is effectively open countryside (Green Belt), is against 
Spatial Policy 4B and also Spatial Policy 3, which only supports new development in 
sustainable locations. Bulcote is not considered to be a sustainable location as it 
does not possess its own amenities, but relies on those in Burton Joyce and 
Lowdham. 
 
The NPPF and the Local Plan make no provision for enabling development and there 
is no apparent reason why the existing Grade II listed buildings should not be 
developed in their own right. The principle of “enabling development” is not accepted 
and there are a great number of farm building conversions schemes that have been 
undertaken with little or no new build.    
 
We have been given the opportunity to examine the Viability Assessment prepared 
by the applicant to justify the Enabling Development together with the independent 
assessment undertaken by Jones Lang Lascelles on behalf of Newark & Sherwood 
District Council.  However, we were only allowed to view these documents at the 
District Councils offices in the presence of a planning officer and we were not allowed 
to make notes or copies.  This is considered to be a totally unsatisfactory way of 
being able to fully study the documents and to be able to challenge their content.  In 
particular, given the importance of the Viability Assessment in supporting the 
Enabling Development, we believe this should be offered for public scrutiny as with 
any other supporting document.  More so the independent report which was 
commissioned by the District Council and presumably paid for by public funds.   We 
consider there are a number of details within these documents in relation to costs 
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and the expected profitability of the scheme that could be challenged e.g. the fact 
that the profit on the development appears to be relative to that expected by a PLC 
volume housebuilder, whereas it could be undertaken by a smaller developer whose 
overheads are less and whose expectations on profit might also be more modest.   
The costs included for professional services could also be challenge, not only in 
relation to the percentages quoted, but also in regard to different disciplines included 
e.g. it is unlikely that a Project Manager, would be required for such a scheme and 
the role of the Mechanical and Electrical Engineer would be absorbed within the 
specialists Sub-contractors costs.  Furthermore with a ratio of 48 new build dwellings 
to 24 converted dwellings, it clearly does not appear logical that two new dwellings 
are required to enable the conversion and refurbishment of one dwelling in the 
existing farm buildings where the main components of the structure, foundations, 
walls, floors, roof etc. are already present.  The fact that this is open to question is 
also to be found in Jones Lang Lascelles assessment, which considers that less 
Enabling Development would be required than that proposed in the Viability 
Assessment. 
 
In favour of Enabling Development the Viability Assessment quotes at length the 
English Heritage (Historic England) document “Enabling Development and the 
Conservation of Historic Places”.  However it fails to make any reference to the fact 
that this document also states that “…Enabling Development should always be seen 
as a subsidy of last resort, since it is an inefficient means of funding a conservation 
deficit.”  In addition the document states that proposals to provide the majority of 
subsidy through Enabling Development would be self-defeating if its extent and scale 
would be out of keeping with the character of the local landscape.  We consider that 
these are relevant arguments against the proposals for new build and Historic 
England’s response as a consultee appears to reinforce this.  Furthermore it is not 
clear what efforts have been made to avoid extensive Enabling Development. 
 
Building outside the village confines will extend the built up area. The 3D view 
drawings  clearly show the massing of the new build elements which are considered 
to  be disproportionate to the existing single storey buildings on the west side of the 
quadrangle.   Whilst it is noted that the majority of the new build is on the footprint of 
previous buildings, it is understood that this has not been accepted as a valid 
argument in previous planning applications.  
 
It is considered that the new build will increase the Bulcote population by some 80% 
and by more than 100% within the Bulcote Conservation Area and is therefore 
contrary to the principle of sustainable development.  Bulcote Village has a strong 
social identity and community spirit, despite being attached to Burton Joyce.   
Allowing such a large development, with its own open public amenity and 
accommodating a community building that is so remote from the village centre that it 
is likely to fragment the community into two factions.  Those in the village itself to the 
north of the railway and those to the south of it.  Moreover this proposed 
development cannot be treated in isolation and should be considered with regard to 
the proposed development of the Burton Joyce Car Sales site for which planning 
permission is also currently being sought.  These developments if permitted will more 
than double the size of Bulcote within a very short period of time. 
 
Infrastructure matters 
 

1. Schools 
 
There is concern at the number of Pre, Primary, and Secondary School places 
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that would be required as a result of the proposed development. Burton Joyce 
Primary School is already full. 

 
2. Health Facilities 
 
Medical Centres and Dental Practices in surrounding villages are already 
stretched and the additional population would exacerbate the situation. 

 
3. Flooding & Drainage 

 
The content of the Flood Risk Assessment & Drainage Strategy is acknowledged, 
although not all of the proposed Flood Mitigation Measures have been carried to 
the Conclusions.  These include the creation of a flood action plan and safe 
access and egress routes to areas of higher ground.  It is not clear who will 
prepare and manage the flood action plan or how the safe access and egress 
routes are to be defined. 

 
Whilst it is accepted that the final drainage schemes will need to be approved by 
the Environment Agency, N&SDC and Severn Trent Water, there are some 
fundamental issues that could have been resolved with further enquiries.  One is 
the ownership and capacity of the foul pumping station which is understood to be 
private.  In addition the ditch into which it is proposed to discharge surface water 
is managed by Trent Valley Internal Drainage Board who do not appear to have 
been consulted by the applicant and would be required to give Consent to 
Discharge.  The proposal to discharge surface water into this ditch, albeit 
attenuated, is of concern as additional flows may restrict flows upstream where it 
passes through the village bordering Old Main Road and where flooding occurred 
in 2007.   

 
The report also refers to the River Rother passing to the southeast of the site and 
not the River Trent.  This failure to get the primary river correct questions the 
credibility of the report, much of which is generic. 

 
Environmental and design matters 
 

1. The new build dwellings are urban in Character and are not sympathetic to 
the existing Grade II listed buildings.  The terraced properties are more of a 
throwback to the Industrial Age than being in keeping with a rural 
conservation area. 

 
2. There is no provision for garaging/storage within the confines of the existing 

farm buildings and the 152 parking spaces will be detrimental to the setting 
within the Conservation Area. There is, also, no provision for the siting of the 
144 wheelie bins required for household waste and recycling.  A notional 
concession has been made by the introduction of a couple of bin areas, but it 
is not clear how these will cater for the 72 waste bins, 72 recycling bins and 
possibly a number of garden waste bins. 

 
3. The location of the community building is far from ideal and would be better 

located to the north closer to the village, which would avoid the parking of 
cars within the development, and where sufficient parking can be provided for 
disabled and less mobile residents. Bulcote Village has an active social 
committee which has been promoting regular social events in the village for in 
excess of forty years.  For the past thirty years or more many of these events 
have been held within the Gate House; which has been provided free of 
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charge by Severn Trent Water for the benefit of the community.  Many of the 
social events take place in the evening and include music.  Notwithstanding 
its poor location in relation to the village centre it seems entirely inappropriate 
for it to be immediately next to a dwelling.  Moreover the floor area of the 
proposed community building is less than that currently available in the Gate 
House.  This seems entirely illogical given that there could potentially be an 
increase in the village population of at least 80%.  Furthermore one 
supporting document of the planning submission implies that for historical and 
conservation reasons the weighing equipment will  be retained in the Gate 
House, although the house plan shows it to  be removed and placed in the 
Community Building.  This will obviously further reduce the available floor 
area. 

 
If the Council are of a mind to approve the application then Bulcote Parish 
Council would seek a Section 106 contribution by way of land (which could be 
offered at zero cost) where a suitably sited Community Building might be 
constructed e.g. in the land to the north west corner beyond the proposed 
play area. 

 
Highway and Health and Safety matters 
 
Increased traffic and the safety of pedestrians is a major concern. Bulcote is a tiny 
hamlet and increased traffic would be detrimental to the village setting. 
 
The Transport Statement appears to be have been prepared against the background 
of pre-application discussions with NCC Highways and yet as a consultee the 
Highway Authority do not appear to support the proposals on the basis of the 
information provided.  Furthermore the report lacks objectivity and derives its 
conclusions on the desired outcome, which is the development of 72 dwellings on the 
site.  We would make the following comments in relation to the report and its 
conclusions. 
 
In support of sustainable development the report argues the case for the site being 
served by sustainable modes of transport i.e. accessibility by foot, cycle, bus and rail.  
We would accept that the site is reasonably well served by cycle and bus routes 
although the nearest bus stop is beyond the 400m guidance recommended by the 
Highway Authority.  Furthermore the argument for rail is debatable given that the 
nearest station is a good 25 minute walk away.  Reference is made to the IHT 
document “Guidelines for Providing Journeys on Foot” which quotes a distance of 
800m as being the preferred maximum distance to access town centres and 2km as 
the preferred maximum for commuting.  The report then argues that because 
amenities such as shops, school and medical centre etc are within 2km they would 
be accessed on foot albeit the guidelines say that 800m is the preferred maximum 
distance to walk to town centres.  As a point of contention the distance to the school 
from the site has been measured by GPS as 1900m and not 1450m as stated which 
throw into question the other distances quoted.  In particular the quoted distance to 
Tall Trees Garden Centre is 600m from the development is contested.  Not only does 
the garden centre no longer exist, but there is no footpath to it on the south side of 
the A612 and no safe crossing point opposite its entrance. The conclusion that “the 
site is located within close proximity to a number of useful local amenities….” is 
therefore incorrect.  A further statement that the existing and proposed pedestrian 
infrastructure will facilitate safe and direct pedestrian linkages between the site and 
local destinations is also false, given that there is no footpath on the section of road 
from the rail crossing to Old Main Road and no means of providing one.  Similarly the 



5 
 

section of Old Main Road up to the nearest bus stop on the A612 does not possess 
any footpath. 
 
The section of road between Old Main Road and the 
rail crossing is shown in the photograph.  This road 
is entirely rural in character and any attempt to widen 
it, if this were possible, would destroy its setting 
within the Conservation Area.  Furthermore it can be 
seen that residents park on one side of the road 
immediately approaching the rail crossing and 
severely reducing the effective width of the highway.   
This is of necessity as there is no opportunity for off 
street parking.  The suggestion that safety for 
pedestrians could be improved by using coloured 
surfacing might be acceptable in a town centre 
environment, but it would be inappropriate on a road 
of rural character in a Conservation Area. 
 
Increased traffic flow over the rail crossing would be 
a concern, but the Transport Statement contains no 
reference to any consultation with Network Rail.  
Under the previous application Network Rail have commented that the crossing is a 
borderline high risk crossing and that the risk would increase during peak periods 
with the forecasted increase in car traffic.  This risk will no doubt increase further due 
to the increased number of houses although surprisingly Network Rail has not 
commented on this in their response to the latest plans.  The potential risks at the 
crossing were recently evident when on the evening of Tuesday 30th January 2018 
during the peak period are car hit the barrier and temporarily closed the line.   
Network Rail previously suggested some mitigation measures that could be 
incorporated such as yellow box markings on the crossing and additional signage, all 
of which would again be detrimental to its setting in a Conservation Area.  
 
On occasion the rail crossing is closed for maintenance.  There is no alternative route 
to access the development by public road and the private roads are normally 
secured.  This would isolate the development and prevent access for emergency 
vehicles should they be required.  The Transport Statement suggests that the local 
highway authority will need to consider the implications of this problem, which in 
essence means the authors have no solution. 
 
The conclusions of the traffic impact analysis show that at peak periods there would 
be 26 vehicle movements during peak periods which equates to an additional vehicle 
every two minutes along Old Main Road.  It is concluded that the development will 
generate a very low level of additional traffic.  This statement appears flawed given 
that there will be a six fold increase in the number of dwellings south of the crossing.  
In relative terms, given that the number of dwellings in Bulcote will double, we would 
contest that it is a significant increase above current traffic levels.  The report also 
tries to justify the increase in traffic by suggesting that it would be less than for a 
commercial development, when no such proposals have been put forward.  
 
Concerns 
 

1. The stretch of road along Old Main Road to the Church and the nearest bus 
stop has no footpath and there is no width available to accommodate one. 

 
2. Similarly, the farm access road from the junction of Old Main Road to the 
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railway crossing is narrow with no footpath and is restricted in width by 
parking for residents of the cottages that front the road.  

 
3. During harvest and other times, the volume of farm traffic increases and, as a 

result, the road is restricted for both vehicles and pedestrians. The land is 
farmed to produce material for the Digester at Stoke Bardolph and, as this 
farming becomes more intense, it will lead to even more traffic servicing the 
farm.  

 
4. The railway crossing is unmanned and there is only a 30 second interval 

between the barrier alarm sounding and the train arriving. The frequency of 
the trains, which pass at full power, is half hourly at peak times in addition to 
regular freight services.  Some of the freight trains carry fuel and one can only 
speculate on the consequences of an incident involving one of these. There is 
little hope of or, indeed, facility to increase the width of the crossing. 

 
5. The narrowness and potential congestion on the access road into the 

development could impede emergency services and would give cause for 
concern.                                                                                                                                                                                         

 
To summarise the above points, there is little opportunity to improve the vehicle and 
pedestrian access from Old Main Road. The railway crossing would be a major 
danger area, especially in peak times, and the increased flow of traffic onto the A612 
would be a further potential danger point where currently a wait of several minutes 
can be experienced at peak times. 
 
Conclusion 
 
This appears to be an ill thought out proposal; the only evident thought is that of 
profit. The plan does not cater for many of the problems which would clearly arise if it 
were to be implemented and leads one to wonder whether the design team ever 
actually visited the village. 
 
The Council accepts that the re-development of the existing buildings is desirable but 
sees no need whatsoever for new build. There is strong support in the Village against 
any new build as can be seen from the public consultation and we are sceptical of 
the need for such extensive enabling development.  We would be concerned that if 
permission were given for the new build then this would set a precedent for future 
development to be extended into the area currently designated as pasture.  The road 
layout seems to have been designed in anticipation of this. 
 
 
BULCOTE PARISH COUNCIL 
 
3 February 2018 
 
  


